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his is an introduction to a laudatory poem 
composed in honor of Basil I, published be- 
low. This poem, studied by Gyula Moravcsik in the 
early 1960s,! is composed in accordance with mod- 
els of Byzantine dodecasyllable verse forms.? The 
anonymous poet exalts Basil in several ways: he is 
compared to David (special and clear reference is 
made to Basil’s humble origins [vv. 70—88]); the 
virtues and attributes of the new emperor are enu- 
merated (vv. 93-106); the emperor's peaceful dis- 
position is extolled (vv. 139-150); his desire to 
erect impressive buildings in Constantinople is 
praised (vv. 151-158), as is his mercifulness (vv. 
157-167) and his fair judgment (vv. 177-179). The 
poem ends with good wishes for Basil’s protection 
and for his victories against “the followers and 
friends of Mani” (vv. 204—231).3 
The poem was composed by a learned contem- 
porary of Basil and belongs to the epideictic cate- 
gory of Byzantine literature, of which there are 
several specimens in verse and prose specifically 
dedicated to members of the Macedonian dynasty. 
Whether a text is a narrative, such as the classical 
Vita Basili, or an encomium like that for Romanos 
II, recently edited by Odorico,* in general, writers 


I am greatly indebted to George Galavaris, who kindly trans- 
lated the Greek version of this article. 


'See G. Moravesik, “Avadvupov dpiegwttxdv mo(yua meet tot 
avtoxgdtoeos Baothetou A’, in Eis pvijuny K. I. Aucvtov (Ath- 
ens, 1960), 1-10, Studia Byzantina (Amsterdam, 1967), 139—46, 
and “Sagen und Legenden tiber Kaiser Basileios I.” DOP 15 
(1961), 61-126, Studia Byzantina, 147-220. The poem has been 
published by A. Brinkmann, Alexandri Lycopolitani contra Mani- 
chaet opiniones disputatio (Leipzig, 1905), xvi-xxii. 

*There are five exceptions to the general rule of paroxytone 
accent in verses 78, 94, 118, 152, and 192. 

*An extensive summary of its contents is given by Moravcsik, 
‘AVOVUPOV d&hieQwtixdv, 4, and “Sagen und Legenden,” 63- 
64. For the verse referring to the Paulicians see below, pp. 227 
and 229. 

*See P. Odorico, “Il calamo d’argento. Un carme inedito in 
onore di Romano II,” JOB 37 (1987), 65-99; esp. pp. 69-71, on 
encomia to the emperors of the Macedonian dynasty, with bib- 
liography. 


of laudatory works follow, with minor structural 
variations, the model clearly shaped by Menander. 
The hero appears almost like an apparition 
formed by his various virtues and distinctive, im- 
portant characteristics.» The poem for Basil is not 
an exception, for as Moravcsik has observed,® it 
follows the same path. We must, however, stress 
that the focal point of Moravcsik’s research was 
Basil’s genealogy and the legends created around 
it. It was for this reason that he related the poem 
to other texts of this type written for Basil and the 
new dynasty: the Funeral Oration of Leo VI the 
Wise, the Life of Basil, and the Chronographia of 
Symeon Logothete.’” Moravcsik showed clearly and 
persuasively the links between the poem for Basil 
and this type of literature. Moravcsik, however, did 
not produce a new edition of the poem nor did he 
place the poem within the general context of intel- 
lectual life in the ninth century. Instead, he limited 
himself to extracting and commenting only on ev- 
ident references to Basil’s origins.’ I shall examine 
the poem as a whole, and single out specific prob- 
lems that merit discussion. 


THE MANUSCRIPT AND ITs EDITION 


To my knowledge the poem has survived in one 
codex only, the Laurentianus IX, 23. To date there 
is no description of the manuscript, and Angelo- 
Maria Bandini’s work is our only source. Without 
specific reason Bandini assigns the codex to the 


°R. J. H. Jenkins, “The Classical Background of the Scriptores 
post Theophanem,” DOP 8 (1954), 24-25, repr. in idem, Studies on 
Byzantine History of the 9th and 10th Centuries (London, 1970), IV. 
ea a dpveowtix6v, 5-6, and “Sagen und Legenden,” 

VAVOvupov &pieowtix6v, 5-7, and “Sagen und Legenden,” 
66-67, 76 ff, 110-21. 

’“Sagen und Legenden,” 69-79, 81-86, 90-100, 104-8. N. 
Tobias, Basil I (867-886), The Founder of the Macedonian Dynasty, 
Ph.D. diss. (Rutgers University, 1969), 20-22, repeats the views 
of Moravesik without any additional discussion; also H. Hunger, 
co A a profane Literatur der Byzantiner, II (Munich, 

, 113. 
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tenth century.? The manuscript consists of two sec- 
tions, completely different in type of script and in 
content, which have been bound together with 
four blank leaves between, in order to form a new 
codex.!° The second part of the codex is incom- 
plete with a number of leaves missing from the be- 
ginning and the end of the text, most likely lost 
during binding. 

The first part contains selections from the work 
of John Chrysostom, texts by Leo Choirosphaktes, 
and the Life of Euphrosynos the Cook (BHG 628). 
Unquestionably this part does not date from the 
tenth century. In fact, it must have been written 
much later, at the end of the twelfth or the begin- 
ning of the thirteenth century. The second part of 
the manuscript opens with the poem for Basil, 
which covers three folios (fols. 168—169av)."' It 
continues with Didymos’ work Against the Mani- 


chaeans (fols. 170—178v); the treatise of Alexander. 


of Lykopolis, also titled Against the Manichaeans 
(fols. 179-192v); and concludes with the work 
TIegi avte§ovotov by Methodios of Patara (fols. 
193-197).12 As a result of the incompleteness of 
this part of the codex, the first sixty verses of the 
poem for Basil are missing and the text of Metho- 
dios is incomplete. August Brinkmann, more reli- 
ably than Bandini, assigned the second part of the 
codex to the end of the ninth or the beginning of 
the tenth century,!* and published an edition of 
the poem, the only one extant to date, in the intro- 
duction to his edition of the work of Alexander of 
Lykopolis.1t The lacunae of the poem had already 
been noted by Bandini, who, in his catalogue, cited 
the incipit and desinit of the text and also a short 
extract (vv. 212-17 Adc vixosg avta@—Mavevtoc 


9A.-M. Bandini, Catalogus codicum manuscriptorum Bibliothecae 
Mediceae Laurentianae, vol. 1 (Florence, 1764), 427-30. Bandini’s 
dating is accepted without any discussion by F. Halkin, “Les 
manuscrits grecs de la Bibliotheque Laurentienne a Florence. 
Inventaire hagiographique,” AnalBoll 96 (1978), 22. I have stud- 
ied the manuscript in a microfilm kindly provided by the Lau- 
rentian Library. 

10 Bandini, Catalogus, 430; cf. also Brinkmann, Alexandri Lyco- 
politani ... disputatio, iv. The four blanks have not been taken 
into account in the numeration of the folios of the codex. — 

'Frroneously Brinkmann noted fols. 168—171v. For the sec- 
ond part of Laurentianus see L. Perria, “Una minuscola libraria 
del secolo IX,” RSBN 26 (1989) [1990], 117-37 and esp. 118— 
25, which appeared after the completion of the present article. 

!2Tt is worth noting here that the numbering of the folios of 
the codex is incorrect because fol. 169a is omitted; so (without 
considering the blank leaves), the text of Didymos begins on 
folio 171 and not on fol. 170 as was noted on the upper right 
margin of the codex. The erroneous numbering of the folios 
was followed both by Bandini in his catalogue and by Brink- 
mann. 

13 Brinkmann, v. 

14Cf. above, p. 225, note 1. 
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Uvotaywyous xat mdfAous).!> It seems, however, that 
Brinkmann’s edition attracted almost no attention 
from Byzantinists, as has been observed by Mo- 
ravcsik.}® | 


THE AUTHOR 


Neither Brinkmann nor Moravcsik attempted to 
attribute the poem to any particular author of the 
ninth century. All the same, both authors related 
the poem to Photios. Brinkmann drew attention to 
the contents of the second part of the Laurenti- 
anus,!” while Moravcsik compared several verses in 
the poem to certain poetical compositions of the 
patriarch.'* In recent years the attribution of the 
poem to Photios has been generally considered, al- 
though no specific arguments have been advanced 
to justify the attribution.'* Indeed, a careful ex- 
amination of Photios’ work shows a close relation 
to the poem. First of all, two known motifs in the 
poem, relating Basil to David (vv. 70-76 Aaviéd 
véog ptv—toOv avaxté6omv and wv. 212-214 d0¢ 
vixoc—deon6tov),2° in some aspects come very 
close to two of the hymns composed by the patri- 
arch for Basil (PG 102, col. 581c “EEdeyou—Kv- 
etov and cols. 582B—84a TO ovpmades xal tOGoVv— 
ovvev~oatvéobw).?! These verses had already been 
related by Moravcsik to the tenth and especially to 
the eighteenth homily of Photios; in the latter the 
victorious Basil is seen as a new David not only on 
account of his triumphant victories in the battle- 
field, but mainly because of his humble origins.” 


15 Bandini, 430. 

l6°AvOVULOV Aapieqwtx6v, 3-4. H. Grégoire was the excep- 
tion (“Miscellanea epica et etymologica. IV. Autour des Paull- 
ciens,” Byzantion 11 [1936], 610-14) who, commenting briefly 
on the poem, promised to return to the problem of date, which, 
to my knowledge, he never did. Recently an attempt has been 
made to comment on the poem by P. A. Agapitos: “H eixéva tot 
avtoxedtoga Baotwtsfou A’ oth dtAopaxedovixnt, Aoyotexvla 
867-959, “EhAnvixe 40 (1989; pub. 1991), 285-322, esp. 289-— 
97. I thank the author who kindly let me read his study in man- 
uscript form. 

17 Brinkmann, xxv ff. 

18 Moravesik, “Av@vupov a&pieg@tindv, 5, 7-8, and “Sagen 
und Legenden,” 64. 

19... Brubaker, “Politics, Patronage, and Art in Ninth-Century 
Byzantium: The Homilies of Gregory of Nazianzus in Paris 
(B.N.Gr. 510),” DOP 39 (1985), 1-13, esp. 6; A. Schminck, Stu- 
dien zu mittelbyzantinischen Rechtsbiichern, Forschungen zur by- 
zantinischen Rechtsgeschichte, 13 (Frankfurt, 1986), 92 note 
232; P. Magdalino, “Observations on the Nea Ekklesia of Basil 
I,” JOB 37 (1987), 51-64, esp. 58 note 40. 

20 For the relation of David to Basil, see below, p. 227-28. 

21PG 102, cols. 577-84. The third hymn of Photios for Basil 
CAMO AOYLXOV AELUL@vVOV—-Tas Conpdoous tO0vys: PG 102, cols. 
583-84) is reprinted by Moravcsik, “Sagen und Legenden,” 62— 
63. 

22Photios, homily 18, Pattov “Optdlor, “EAAnvixd raodet. 
12, ed. B. Laourdas (Thessaloniki, 1959), 177, 10-16; 179, 10-— 
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There are other verses, however, which find di- 
rect and clear parallels in Photios’ three hymns for 
Basil. For example, comparisons can be made be- 
tween verses 93 to 98 (Baothelog yao— 
Tavacgmar7s mvAGE) and verses 192 to 193 (6 
5°atv—otepnddeos) of the poem and Photios’ 
verses G20 OYLn@v AELLaVOV—iBbvySs (PG 102, 
cols. 583c—84c). Moreover, according to the poem, 
Basil is weExaAwsmLopevos xAHOEL HAVOABW (vv. 107— 
8), while according to Photios, he is xakAdmLopa 
etorjvns (PG 102, col. 5848); according to the poem 
and Photios’ texts, Basil is elonvomouds (vv. 131, 
222; PG 102, cols. 581A, 5834, 584B).?5 In the 
poem and in Photios’ texts, the emperors who 
reigned before Basil are given the attribute ddo0v¢ 
Boedoous (v. 190; PG 102, col. 581c); Basil dooei to 
otépos (poem v. 207; PG 102, col. 584c), while Je- 
sus is referred to as otepoddétyns (PG 102, col. 
584c); finally God is asked to protect with his right 
hand the people from enemies of the empire 
(poem wv. 209-11; PG 102, cols. 5808, 582a). 

In addition to the verses already specified by 
Moravesik, there are other verses in the poem that 
find parallels mainly in the eighteenth homily of 
Photios, such as verses 139 to 146, which mention 
the happy state of affairs of the empire, and verses 
121 to 124, referring to the defeats of the enemies 
of the empire.** Furthermore, the very delicately 
nuanced phrases xyotoua tov d&vaxt6owv and 
XOtouG tis EEovolas (poem, vv. 76, 86) occur as 
Xoloua tio BaotAElac in a letter addressed by Pho- 
tios to Basil;”> the phrase Go@puatou dvoets (v. 150) 
can be traced in the Amphilochia,”¢ while verse 219 
of the poem xail tovs Mavevtos uvotaywyots xai 
dtAovus is almost a paraphrase of a passage in the 
Contra Manichaeos by Photios.”” The play on 
words (vv. 77 f) deserves special attention. Basil is 


17. Moravcsik, “Avdvupov &pieowtixdv, 5-9, and “Sagen und 
Legenden,” 69-70. 

**It should be noted that the adjective etonvomotds is used by 
Photios after 877. See A. Schminck, “Rota tu volubilis,” in Cu- 
pido Legum (Frankfurt, 1985), 223 and note 87. 

4Photios, homily 18, ed. Laourdas, 174, 24-28; 179, 17-21. 

5 Phot patriarchae Constantinopolitant Epistulae et Amphilocha, 
ed. B. Laourdas and L. G. Westerink, I (Leipzig, 1983), 98, 3- 
4. 106. 

26 Amphilochia, ibid., IV, ed. Westerink (1986), 13, 46; 16, 41; 
VI, ed. Westerink, fasc. 1 (1987), 264, 15. I draw attention to 
the frequent use by Photios of the adjective &xjjoatos found in 
verse 154 of the poem; see ibid., index, vol. VI, fasc. 2, s.v. 

*7Ch. Astruc et al., “Les sources grecques pour histoire des 
Pauliciens d’Asie Mineure,” TM 4 (1970), §§ 2-3(121,10-20). If 
we consider the Greek index in this edition, we conclude that 
Photios uses the word wvotaywyta and its derivatives very often 
(ibid., 220 s.v.). 


characterized as \eta Baouc of the empire.”* A com- 
parable play on words is found in the History of 
Petros Sikeliotes, written shortly after 870,79 a 
work with which Photios was familiar enough to 
use in his Contra Manichaeos.*° 

Apart from these various types of correlation 
between the poem and Photios’ works, mostly per- 
taining to the use of words and phrases, there is 
additional strong evidence to support the attribu- 
tion of the poem to the patriarch. For this, the 
poem must be considered in the context of Pho- 
tios’ activities in connection with the ideological 
and cultural renaissance that began in Constanti- 
nople when Basil I ascended the throne.*! It is well 
known that in the Life of Ignatios and in the text 
of Pseudo-Symeon, Photios appears to be the au- 
thor of the dynastic genealogy of the new emperor. 
According to this genealogy, the continuity of the 
Macedonian dynasty is symbolized in the word 
BEKAAX, “which comprises the first letters of the 
following names: Basil, Eudocia, Constantine, Leo, 
Alexander, and Stephanos.’*? In the poem there 
are several references to the dynasty, concentrat- 
ing on the new “dynamism” brought by Basil, in 
contrast to the representatives of the Amorian dy- 
nasty (vv. 75-88, 95-98, 131-38, 157-62, 200-— 
203 etc.). Photios displays the same enthusiasm in 
his first hymn for Basil: “Otav o7j¢ Suvaotetas to 
goya évvorjjow (PG 102, col. 5794) or Meyodtve 
oov, LHteo, tiv Oelav Suvaotelav (ibid., col. 
580<). 

However, the comparison of Basil with David, 
and to a certain extent with Solomon, corresponds 
to the esthetic image prevalent in the last quarter 
of the ninth century. Certainly Basil was not the 
first Byzantine emperor to be compared to David. 
But in his case, this parallelism becomes the heart 


*8Tbid., $91 (39, 29-31 and note 47). Grégoire (“Autour des 
Pauliciens,” 611) was aware of this word play, which is also noted 
briefly by P. Lemerle, “Lhistoire des Pauliciens d’Asie Mineure 
d’aprés les sources grecques,” 7M 5 (1973), 6. 

2°Lemerle, “L’histoire des Pauliciens,” 28. 

30Tbid., 47. 

*!See the recent observations by P. Magdalino, “The Bath of 
Leo the Wise and the ‘Macedonian Renaissance’ Revisited: To- 
pography, Iconography, Ceremonial, Ideology,’ DOP 42 (1988), 
97-118 and esp. 115; cf. also A. Schminck, “Frémmigkeit ziere 
das Werk,” Subseciva Groningana 3(1989), 83 ff. 

*2Pseudo-Symeon, Bonn ed., 689; cf. Vita Ignatii, PG 105, 
cols. 565-68. Concerning BEKAA2 see Moravesik, “Sagen und 
Legenden,” 67-69; R. J. H. Jenkins, “The Chronological Accu- 
racy of the ‘Logothete’ for the Years a.p. 867-913,” DOP 19 
(1965), 91-112, esp. 98-99 (= Studies, III). Both articles con- 
tain the earlier bibliography on the subject. To these should be 
added E. Kislinger, “Der junge Basileios I. und die Bulgaren,” 
JOB 30 (1981), 140 and note 16; idem, “Eudokia Ingerina, Bas- 
ileios I. und Michael III.,” JOB 33 (1983), 134 and note 92. 
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of the dynasty’s exaltation.®? Various sources agree 
that the emperor took delight in these compari- 
sons, and we may say that he even encouraged 
them. We should consider the statue of Solomon 
placed in the foundations of the Nea,®* or the 
known inscription in the Katvotveytov Palace.** An 
examination of Photios’ work shows the role that 
he himself—not surprisingly—played in Basil’s ex- 
altations. This role was indeed very active and 
strong. Apart from the hymns for Basil in which 
references to psalms 71 and 151 persist, Hergen- 
rother has convincingly shown that the letter ad- 
dressed by Photios to Theophanes, deacon and 
protonotarios, which includes a number of ques- 
tions of interpretation referring to David and Sol- 
omon, has in fact Basil as its recipient.*° This un- 
usual “collaboration” of Photios with Basil takes a 
secular character, built upon a religious founda- 
tion (Council of 879/880), and is manifested in the 
homilies of Gregory of Nazianzos in cod. Parisinus 
gr. 510. The illumination of this precious manu- 
script is the best example of Photios’ policies both 
in the ecclesiastical and cultural areas, in which the 
presence of Basil is apparent, but discreet.?” Sub- 
sequently the dynasty was to confirm the parallel- 


°3The first relevant observations were made by Moravecsik, 
"AVOVULOV AieQutixd6v, 7-9, and “Sagen und Legenden,” 69— 
70. A brief but significant mention is made by S. Der Nerses- 
sian, “The Illustration of the Homilies of Gregory of Nazianzus: 
Paris Gr. 510. A Study of the Connections between Text and 
Images,” DOP 16 (1962), 195-228, esp. 222. The article by H. 
Buchthal, “The Exaltation of David,” JWarb 37 (1974), 330-33 
focuses mainly on the era of Porphyrogenitus. Among more 
recent studies the following should be singled out: Magdalino, 
“Observations on the Nea Ekklesia,” (above, note 19), 55, 58 and 
notes 40-42; H. Maguire, “The Art of Comparing in Byzan- 
tium,” ArtB 70 (1988), 88-103, esp. 88—93 referring to lauda- 
tory works in Byzantine literature. Cf. also Schminck, “Frém- 
migkeit ziere das Werk,” 86-87. 

*4The relevant evidence is found in Magdalino, “Observa- 
tions on the Nea Ekklesia,” 58 and note 42. 

35... evyaouotovmév oot, AGye tov Oeot, Stu &x TtIMYElac 
Aavitixis &viypwoas tov matéea yudv xai Exoroac avTOV TO 
xoCouatt tod aylov cov avebuatoc ... (Theophanes Continu- 
atus, Bonn ed., 335). For a very careful analysis of the role 
played by the building activities of Basil in the Byzantine impe- 
rial ideology see P. Alexander, “The Strength of Empire and 
Capital as Seen through Byzantine Eyes,” Speculum 37 (1962), 
339-59, esp. 348-50, repr. in idem, Religious and Political History 
and Thought in the Byzantine Empire (London, 1978), III, with 
bibliographical additions, p. 357a; cf. Magdalino, “Observations 
on the Nea Ekklesia,” passim. 

56 Photius, ep. 241, ed. Laourdas and Westerink; see J. Her- 
genrother, Photius Patriarch von Konstantinopel, 11 (Regensburg, 
1867), 253-54; Magdalino, “Observations on the Nea Ekklesia,” 
58 note 41. Cf. E. Anagnostakis, To exetodé.0 ths Aavinitéac, 
in “H xa8nueoiv? Cwh otd BuCavtio (Athens, 1989), 388-89. 

37See I. Spatharakis, Corpus of Dated Illuminated Greek Manu- 
scripts (Leiden, 1981), 1, no. 4 and II, nos. 10-15, and the recent 
article by Brubaker, “Politics, Patronage, and Art in Ninth- 
Century Byzantium” (above, note 19) with the earlier bibliog- 


ism between Basil and David first through the 
patriarch’s pupil, Leo VI the Wise;%* later, Con- 
stantine Porphyrogenitus would relate Michael III 
to Saul, so that the reader who has become aware 
of such comparisons would view favorably the 
members of the Macedonian dynasty in contrast to 
the representatives of the Amorian dynasty.®° 

In view of all this, we can claim that the attribu- 
tion of the poem to Photios is based not only on a 
philological examination of vocabulary and 
phraseology, but also on a consideration of the ide- 


raphy, in which the study by Der Nersessian (above, note 33) 
has a special place. To these should be added A. D. Kartsonis, 
Anastasis: The Making of an Image (Princeton, 1986), 140 ff and 
esp. note 53; I. Spatharakis, “A Note on the Imperial Portraits 
and the Date of Par. gr. 510,” JOB 39 (1989), 89-93 (he insists 
on proposing that Paris. 510 was offered to Basil after German- 
icia). The approach of G. Galavaris to these problems is also 
significant: see “H Cwyoadixt tdv yELtooyoddwv otdv dSéxaTtov 
aidva, in Constantine VII Porphyrogenitus and His Age (Athens, 
1989), 341—43. In its content note also the well-known Palazzo 
Venezia box, which Maguire (“The Art of Comparing in Byzan- 
tium” [above, note 33]) assigned to Basil’s time, whereas A. Cut- 
ler and N. Oikonomides, “An Imperial Byzantine Casket and 
Its Fate at a Humanist’s Hands,” ArtB 70 (1988), 77—87, to the 
time of Leo the Wise. More recently I. Kalavrezou, “A New 
Type of Icon: Ivories and Steatites,” in Constantine VII, 377-96, 
esp. 392 ff, has strengthened Maguire’s dating. For the artistic 
interests of Photios during his first patriarchate see S. Du- 
frenne, “Une illustration ‘historique’ inconnue du Psautier du 
Mont-Athos, Pantocrator No. 61,” CahArch 15 (1965), 83—95. 

8For the praises of Basil by Leo in his own funeral oration 
see Moravcsik, “Av@®vupov d&ieowmtixdv, 3, 5-8; cf. idem, “Sa- 
gen und Legenden,” 64, 81, 83; Hunger, Profane Literatur 
(above, note 8), I, 71-3, 133—4; I. S. Ci¢urov, “Teorija i praktika 
vizantijskoj imperatorskoj propagandy (pouéenija Basilija I i 
epitafija Uva V1),” VizVrem 50 (1989), 106-15. 

§°Jenkins’ assertion that “... we should not blame Constan- 
tine for failing as a historian; we should rather admire him as 
an encomiast .. .” (“The Classical Background” [above note 5], 
26) is apt for understanding the extent of Porphyrogenitus’ in- 
volvement in the Vita Basilii. With reference to the subject of 
our discussion see the observations of Moravcsik, “Av@vupov 
a&pueowtixdv, 5—6, 8-9, and “Sagen und Legenden,” 65-67, 
69, 77-78, 81-84, 88-9, etc.; cf. Kislinger, “Der junge Basileios 
I.” (above, note 32), 137-40. For Porphyrogenitus’ attitude to- 
ward Michael III shown in his texts, see the recent observations 
of Kislinger, “Eudokia Ingerina,” (above, note 32) passim; idem, 
“Michael I11.—Image und Realitat,” Eos 77 (1987), 389-400. P. 
Schreiner, “Das Herrscherbild in der byzantinischen Literatur 
des 9. bis 11. Jahrhunderts,” Saeculum 35 (1984), 132-51; Ja. N. 
Ljubarskij, “Der Kaiser als Mime,” JOB 37 (1987), 39-50. See 
also Maguire, “The Art of Comparing in Byzantium” (above, 
note 33), 91-93 and Kalavrezou, “A New Type of Icon” (above, 
note 37), 394-95. Finally, the “Hortatory Chapters” of Basil I(?) 
may also be included in the encomiastic literature of the Mace- 
donian dynasty but for reasons other than the ones presented 
here. See the contributions of A. Kazhdan, “The Aristocracy 
and the Imperial Ideal,” in The Byzantine Aristocracy, IX to XIII 
Centuries, ed. M. Angold, BAR Int. Ser. 221 (1984), 43-57 and 
I. Ci¢urov, “Gesetz und Gerechtigkeit in den byzantinischen 
Firstenspiegeln des 6.-9. Jahrhunderts,” in Cupido Legum 
(above, note 23), 33-45, esp. 40 ff. Cf. also G. Prinzing, “Beob- 
achtungen zu ‘integrierten’ Fiirstenspiegeln der Byzantiner,” 
JOB 38 (1988), 14 f£, 30. 
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ological world of the period of Basil, which laid the 
foundations for the ideology of the Macedonian 
dynasty. In this world it is Photios who shapes the 
policies which are to be followed. 


THE DATE 


Already Brinkmann had considered the clear 
reference to the Paulicians (vv. 212-17) as a ter- 
minus ante quem for the composition of the poem. 
Since Chrysocheir was defeated between 871/72, 
the poem must have been written shortly before 
this date.*° Brinkmann’s view was accepted by 
Moravcsik*! but is not followed by Schminck, who 
proposes a date ca. 877 and relates the poem to the 
second patriarchate of Photios.*? 

Brinkmann makes a reasonable case. Without a 
doubt, the defeat of the Paulicians in 872* was a 
great event, and it seems fair to assume that 
Photios refers to events of his time. However, 
Schminck’s hypothesis cannot be dismissed, and 
those are strong arguments in favor of his dating: 
(1) If the poem was written ca. 877, nearly ten 
years would have elapsed since Basil’s ascent to the 
throne. This span of time would have given the 
poet the opportunity to praise and exalt the em- 
peror with certainty. By that time the emperor had 
displayed—and the poet had witnessed—all the 
qualities of a great emperor: justice, good works, 
good judgment, etc.44 This appreciation is ex- 
pressed in all three hymns composed by Photios 
for Basil. (2) The references in the poem to the 
Mavevtos uvotaywyots xat mtrous (v. 217) is not 
as strong a criterion for dating as Brinkmann be- 
lieved, because Photios’ polemics against the Man- 
ichaeans continued after the fall of Tephrike 
(878).4° For example, in the preface of the Eto- 
aywy? tot v6uou dated around 885/86,* the patri- 
arch refers again to the Manichaeans, to Mani and 


40 Brinkmann, xxiv—xxvil. 

4! Moravesik, “Av@vupov adiegwtuxdv, 4-5, and “Sagen und 
Legenden,” 64. 

42 Schminck, Studien, 92 and note 232. A. Schminck has com- 
municated in a letter to me his views on the matter, with which 
I am in agreement and which I have attempted to supplement. 
I take the opportunity to thank Dr. Schminck for his kindness. 

4 For the dates see Lemerle, “Lhistoire des Pauliciens,” 96— 
103; cf. also M. McCormick, Eternal Victory (Cambridge-Paris, 
1986), 152 ff. 

4 At this point, verses 218-19 in the poem (éxtetvov attob 
tots xe6voucg uNxEcTAaTWS / UntE NMOOPHTOV Mwoéwes tds 
éxtdoelc) are, perhaps, decisive. See, also above, note 23 refer- 
ring to the adjective elenvomotdc used by Photios. 

*’ These dates are not absolutely certain; see the reservations 
of McCormick, Eternal Victory, 154 note 84. 

46 Schminck, Studien, 14-15. 


his followers.*’ This reference is interpreted more 
convincingly if we accept the hypothesis that the 
poet knew of Chrysocheir’s defeat and that he was 
expecting the expedition for the conquest of ‘Te- 
phrike, a fact that would explain his pleading for 
the army being prepared for the expedition. (3) 
The poem does not contain any traces of pleading, 
therefore, it cannot be considered the result of any 
attempt to expiate the emperor. On the contrary, 
the tone of the poem is calm and triumphant, 


which is true for the other hymns addressed by 


Photios to Basil. (4) The manner by which the dy- 
nasty is exalted shows that the dynasty had, by this 
time, established very strong foundations in the 
state.** (5) The poem defines a new period during 
which Basil's praises have acquired new dimen- 
sions. Suffice it to think of the Nea, the construc- 
tion of which took four years and which was inau- 
gurated by Photios in 880.49 We may also consider 
the cod. Parisinus gr. 510 dated between 879- 
883.°° 

Before we close, something should be said about 
the circumstances under which the Laurentianus 
came into being. It is well known that shortly after 
870 Photios wrote the known Narratio contra 
Manichaeos. In this the patriarch copied, in fact, 
but without mentioning it at all, the relevant text 
of Petros Sikeliotes.51 Among the writers who, ac- 
cording to Photios, concerned themselves with the 
appearance of Mani, a special place is occupied by 
Alexander of Lykopolis, whose text is transmitted 
to us by the manuscript in Florence. In fact Pho- 
tios’ reference to Alexander is the only secure tes- 
timony we have concerning this Neoplatonic phi- 
losopher.® This fact and the inclusion of Didymos’ 
work, which is also against the Manichaeans, in the 
Laurentianus, led Brinkmann to the following hy- 
pothesis: the Florentine manuscript was “as- 


47Tbid., 4, 21-6, 23. 

48 Cf. A. P. Kazhdan, “Social’nyj sostav naselenija vizantijskich 
gorodov v I[X—X wv.,” VizVrem 8 (1956), 90. 

*9 Magdalino, “Observations on the Nea Ekklesia,” passim; cf. 
idem, “Basil I, Leo VI, and the Feast of the Prophet Elijah,” JOB 
38 (1988), 193-96. 

50Cf. above, p. 228 and note 37. 

51Cf. above, p. 227 and note 30. 

5?Photios, Contra Manichaeos (above note 27), § 37(131, 23- 
26). It should be noted here that the edition of Alexander’s 
work by Brinkmann is the only critical one to this day. In recent 
years there have been translations of this text into English (P. W. 
van der Horst and J. Mansfeld, An Alexandrian Platonist against 
Dualism: Alexander of Lycopolis’ Treatise “Critique of the Doctrines of 
Manichaeus” (Leiden, 1974]), and into French (A. Villey, Alex- 
andre de Lycopolis, Contre la doctrine de Mani, [Paris, 1985]) accom- 
panied, esp. the English translation, by substantial introduc- 
tions. Enlightening also is the critical review of the French 
translation by H.-M. Schenke, JbAC 30 (1987), 213-17. 


230 


sembled” by Photios himself during the period of 
his first exile with the sole purpose of expiating 
Basil.5> Paul Lemerle thought that Brinkmann’s 
hypothesis was “indémontrable et inutile,’ and 
wondered whether the second part of the codex 
with its contents against the Manichaeans was not 
the very imperial manuscript produced by Basil 


long before the fall of Tephrike.* Clearly, it is not 


easy to prove with any degree of certainty that the 
creator of the Laurentianus is Photios. At the same 
time, one cannot consider it a coincidence that 
Photios knew the text of Alexander of Lykopolis, 
contained in the Florentine manuscript, and that 
this manuscript contains also the poem for Basil 
and Didymos’ text. On the contrary, I think, every- 


53 Brinkmann, xxv—XXXi. 
54Lemerle, “Lhistoire des Pauliciens,’ 6. 
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thing points to the hypothesis that Photios had al- 
ready collected, according to his old habit,®° in the 
Laurentian codex a number of works that he 
needed for his own essays against the Mani- 
chaeans. When he ascended to the patriarchal 
throne for the second time (877), at a time when 
the dynastic ideology was already crystallized and 
the expedition for the conquest of Tephrike was 
about to be undertaken, Photios offered to Basil 
his own collection in which he added the laudatory 
poem. 


University of Crete 


>For this approach of Photios see Brubaker, “Politics, Patron- 
age, and Art in Ninth-Century Byzantium,” 6, whose observa- 
tions coincide to a certain extent with ours; see Néa otovyeta, 
Ya TH YOOVOAGYYON THs “BuBAvobrjxyno” tod Pwtlov, Dbuuerxta 
7 (1987), 177-78. 
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Laurent. [X, 23 


fol. 168 wbnEexmooxevtwv Tavtl o@patos PEEL 
UNO XOATOS xal LEXOL TAQDMV EVAGYWS. 
xai uaotvost Sé toUTOV 6 XoLotos AEywv- 
“steov tov &vdoa. Baotietov tov uEeyav, 
65 Ov EevxdEdc ExOLOA TH DEtw ODEvEL, 
éuot moPEtvov Ovta 2oEdc TH xaAod(a, 
WS OVTA MLOTOV OLXETHV LOU Xal Ofrov, 
Eu@v Oedntiyv Mavodgoov EvtadAUatov 
xal TOLODOPEYYOV EvOEBaV MOCOTAYPEATWV.” 
70 Aavid véos pév cic S6u0us yevvyntoowv, 
ULKOdSG SE TAEEL THC ASEAgLANs PUTANS, 
uéyac dé tH PAEMOVTL KOUMTA xaAEdCaC: 
obx evdoxet YAO OWUGTWV EVOWOT(A 
dA’ év daetvaic mod&eotv Vetov Blov- 
75 éx motnvi@v Hoon yao sic GOxXTs xOaTOS 
xai YOCEeTat TO YOIOUA TAV AvaxXTOEOV. 
6 Seondtyns 5é BaotAeros, 1 Baots, 
6 NAYXOGTLOTOS TOD XOATOUS EXHVUUOS, 
EYVWOLEVOS PHS TH Ged Od tov téxov, 
80 &pwwos, ayvdc, Eoteonuevos pdoyou, 
oxEevos mEmuxds ExAoyijs oePaoplac, 
£E ISLWTMV LETOLWTATOU YEVOUG 
AMOAYUOVWV TE XA CELVOV YEVVNTOOWV 
TavevrAapaV dé xat wavevoePEotatov, 
85 XOOWW T’ AKYVMOTOS TH Od 6’ EyvMopEvos, 
1 Betov Svtws yoioua tis EEovalac 
UEVaV TE AMXOV TOV AVAXTOV TOD XOGTOUC 


elAndev Ws Ov GELS TOV GECwv. 
dydoi yao Hutv H Peodvupos Paotc, 
90 =f tH weylotw tTHV BooTHV xa8aoatw-| 
fol. 168v Bartow’ 5 dh xadovueEV ot AcAouuEvoL- 
om’ &yyéhovu S00eion TH nExdAnuote- 
Baotietoc yao BactvEts modoc uéyac 
EVOUUTAONTOS EVAOEXTLKMTATOG 
95 YOnOTOS YOANVOS EVdLGAAAKTOS UESOV, 
odHMowV SlxaLos Eynoatis Xerotov ptrhoc 
xal TAV EXECVOU TAVISOWV HOCOTAYUGTWV 
OAOG TEAEOTIS xat MavacdaAts PvAas. 
ei Yao tis Eig Evvotav EAPOL THV TWGAQL 
100 ~—s thy TV Gvaxtwv GElav AEAoyyOTtwov 
xal TAS ExEC(VOV TOAXTLXAS Dewolac 
eixeiv Oedrjoot xai woodeiEat TO Ayo, 
HTTOVS MAVOUVTAL TOD XOATLOTOV SEOMSTOV. 
TOLOUTOS OV YAO EOTL TOV MAAQL LESWV 
105 avOtc véwv te TOV MOEOKVTIWV TA OTEDN 
év YonotétTHTL ual Peovoyixa Blow. 
ESEL LEVOUVYE TOV XEXOAAWIELOLEVOV 
XAVOEL TAVOABM ToD xEaTOUS Tis AElac 
&poroov ivan und’ drws TOV KOAYEATWV, 
110 év modyuaot ydo Eottv H TEAELOTIS. 
deta Bdous yao eixdtws nageayéOn 
Bootoics aac. &x Oeod tov Seondtov, 
év 7 Bad(twv mac tis &vOEMmMV yEvous 
OMEXSLOOGOXEL OVUTOSAV MEOOXOLUGTOV 


115 


120 


fol. 169 


125 


130 


135 


140 


145 


150 


fol. 169v 


155 


160 


165 


170 


AN ANONYMOUS LAUDATORY POEM IN HONOR OF BASIL I 


TOV TH TOAXEl(G MOCOMEPVASTOV TO(Pw, 
ixtar & i8eta xai mavwudcrAw Baoer 

TOV MAVTOOANAV MOLXCAWV YAOQLOUATOV, 
DVIEO MAOEGYEV TH YAOLS TOD MVEvUATOS. 
TH YOLOTOMLPYTH SF Mavoénta AGyO 
TANEWSOOOWYV TEMHVEV WS Eveoyetns,| 
EOVOvV UMOCAWV Tovs axausmeEic AVYEVAC 
ooPav Su’ AVTOD xat XABALOaYV Etc TEAOG, 
imeLov ExBO00U XOLotdOs WoEO TO DOGOOS 
NOAW MATAOOWV EVTEAEOTATH EVEL. 

TH MOASTHTL MAOVOLMtTATOS WEAEL 
MOGOTAYLA TANOAV Evtorkav Genyoowv: 
Evtev0ev avtTm xAnoodotel yijs Tots GoOUG 
1) LAVTGVACCG TOU Oeot Pecpovoeyla, 

TOV LAXAOLOLOV TOV AVWTATW YEODV 
TOUTH véuovoa xat Moe(Covoa xAEos. 
ELONVOTOLOS EOTLV WS O SeomdtNS 
XOLOTOS, TO GENTOV TIS Deaoxlas ofAac, 
600M SLBxwV Tas DeootvyEts UGYAS 

WS XAXOMOLOV MOCGdUEic GAaCé6vov, 
maow dé KAOVTOV Tis YAATVIs TOCOVEUWV 
THS XAAOTOLOD xal MavnUEOWTATHS: 

vids du’ avtis yonuatiTwv, ac Péutc, 

tow naviavaxtos xal Oeov xai Seondétov. 
olxtoV TA O£iB0a SaWpiIAds avaBover 
VELWV GILAOLV TAOVOLWS UITNXOOLC 

UNEO TO MANOS VETOV OTAAAYUGTWV, 
cevvas BAUTEL TE Tas EVTOLCAC 

OoL?V Exwv GrANnotOV ic cevmOQElav, 
UNTW XOOEVVUS tiv EAUTOD xA0dCavV 

Eis TAS MOOXEvoELS xal S60ELS TOD YOVOCOU 
Xl THV MEVIHTOV GTAETOV yoONYCav. 

ws GAO undév eimeo Hv xextTHUEVOS 
oopov Ocob TEdoTAyyA, toto xal UdvOV 
ixavov tv TANEAC te TOUS Evavtlous 
EeviCov abtac tac Kowudtous mvoetc| 

nai HOOCEEVOUV Ta OEia TAV AVAXTOOWV 
xOAAN Deavyt TOV BooTHV UrEOTEOR. 
EVMOX (AV TE THV OLNVEXEOTATHV 

Axnoatois txovoav ev SreEGSors 

AOE(TTO TE TAVTIOV DMOALOUOV d6OMpEVWV 
KAL TOV ANAVIWV KOOMLKXOV AVUTEOY. 
Motos TOG YAO OV yéUEL OMONUGTWV 
tavV tov Gednt0Vv Seond6tov Baotrelovu; 
MEALTWECWV LEV Ot TOMOL TEMANOUEVOL 
maha te xal VOV xai TO WEAAOV Eic TEAOG 
Ev NuEog xual vuxti PAUCé6vtwv oddd00 
aBvocos Ovtwv undauds xevouvpéevn: 

xal WAS tis GAAOS EVOEOULEVWV TOTOC 
mAHons SéSerxtar Seond6tov BaotrElov 
Tis evoepovoeyot mavtedots edmotlas: 
xal UEXOL MAVTIWV EUBOAOYV TV MAOVOCAV 
UMEXTOOTE(VEL TAUMAVAS evomAayyviay. 
MEV TAVTA MAVIMS Eins EOTLV ExPOGOAL 
tovs ayyédous avwdev evAGym AGYW 
CAPAs TO ONTOV Tod mdAaL KoovynAtov: 
“ot oot uév olxtLOUOl te xai UEyaS TOVOC 
TOV OMV MQOOOEVYOV Ev MECDMNW “xvVOCOU 


175 


180 


fol. 169a 


185 


190 


195 


200 


205 


210 


fol. 169av 


21) 


290 


225 


230 
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cic OVEAVOV MECGHABOV ATTEOW TAY EL 
MOOS OV GANOTOV UVNLOVEVTLAT|V XY GOLV 
gic Tos dteloous xat Sinvexeic YO6VOUS 
aimviov wLo8Gv te xai owtrnotav.” 

motos Bootds Mévotic SE OvETEmUEUEVOS 
Eywv te OAipuv éx Suvaotav THs Blas 
KOYOVTLX te xatadsooun Sedunpevoc 

XAaLl TH TVOEAVVM XO OMAQAKTLAD Bodoet,| 
cita moCGEAOaV TH YaAnHVa Seordty, 

ovx evOdc EboE Ti AGOLV TOV OMAAUGTOV 
“xa THY GuELWLv EVS(AWS TOV TOAKTEDV; 
tic TOV MAAGL Yao xal VEWV AVvAXTOOWV 
TOLODTOV EOYXEV EVILOEMEOTATOV TUTOV, 

ws ma&ow Godnv && toov MECOTVYYAVELV 
véois, YEOovOLV, HoTLXOIs TE Xai EEVOLS 
KoOVovta xai TEvyjta pi) Staxetvov, 
xa0as EpynoEv 1} Oeot DeouovoEeyta,; 

&vaks wav toic mod0VEV SHovs Tv BEdooUS 
TOTS MOCOMEGODOL U7) VEUELV THC EXBAoELS: 
6 8 ad moOntd¢ TH Oe@ Baotheroc 

6 MavoEBAOTOS, MAYXAVTOS, OTEPNPSEOS, 
émav MOOGEABOL Tic BEOTHV OLXTEdS TAaVU, 
maoaPAérer uv OVS’ GAwMS TOV TANOCOV, 
xM(vac TO Ovs SE MAL TOLs AGYOLS TOTE 
d(Swor tiv aitnouv év TeCGupCG. 

Eravta tavtA Xorotds 6 Cwis avaké 

év ovoavoic Eyoawpev cic Belov BEdvov: 
510 xoataLol tov Oeuvot Baotrslou 

tO Baotietov Ev Och xata xOatOS, 

oldev yao oldev twos cic déoetw veya 
Tovs tiv Exaoot wd’ OAws xExTHWEVOUG. 
GAN @ Ocovoeye TOV ANGVIMV XTLOUATOV 
a&va& avaxtwv Xootée OHS Oeod Adye, 
MATHO OVV Vid TVEbUA TE CHNPSEOV 

TOV Vis Avaxta, TOV POEOTVTA TO OTEMOS, 
Baotievov TOV MLOTOV OVTA OOV AGTOLV 

ti SEELG Gov TH WavaAntwwtarty 

Hoovoet, PbAaTTE xai BAGBNs aaoNs oxére | 
OoWLEVOV EYDOOV TE xat HEXOVULEVOOV. 
506 vixos adTH TOV EOVOV XAT XOATOUC 
bNZO 10 vixos Savitix@v pvoerddwv, 
modonovia Setxvic toic nootv tov Seom6toU 
aravta odAa BaoPdowv xAnoovy las 
TOUTWV TOOMOVOBAL Tac PdAayyas xai ot(pH 
xat tovs Mavevtos uvotaywyovs xal mtrovs. 
EXTELVOV AUTO TOUS YOOVOUS UNXEOTATWS 
UNEO MOOMY TOV MaMoéws tac ExtAoELC, 
d.60v¢ GrAntov evetnolav Blouv 

HAL THS YAOGS MAVTEETVOV EvOVXWELaAV, 
ELONVLKMS CLYELV TE MAVTA TOV YOOVOV 
udyns &vevOe xal AUS xal Poeovtldov, 
ateo d8 Seis EOvixi|s MaQovotac. 


ovotetdov EYPOMv tots PV6vous xai tots S6A0UC 


xal Tovs ExEe(vwv SvouEVEOTATOUS AOXOUG. 
Bavuaotov avtov SeiEov sic E8vyn AdyE 
EYOVTA Tiv OV ArodoLtOV EAT(O0 

ALtTatS GANXKTOLS THS MAVUEVHTOV XOONS 
TiS Mavtavaoons ual mavayvou maoGEvov 
xal TOV araviwv aylav aiwviws. 
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